Though a substantial number of researches have been documented between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual level performance, the manner through which these relationships transpires is scarcely studied, principally as regards to individual performance of middle managers in medium enterprises. To address this shortfall and to expound further on these relationships, several researchers proposed mediating variables to better explain the relationship between these variables. Accordingly, this paper proposes intrapreneurial behavior as a mediating variable on the psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual level performance relationships of middle managers in Nigerian medium enterprises. Psychological safety, psychological empowerment and intrapreneurial behavior relationships have been deliberated, followed by the intrapreneurial behavior and middle manager successful performance relationship and lastly the proposed mediating role of intrapreneurial behavior on the psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual level performance relationships.
1.0 INTRODUCTION
The deplorable performance of individual employees and managers has been a fundamental challenge that linger at SMEs (Thompson, 2017) . Just less than 50% of the workforce score their managers great on performance (Watson, 2012) . Precisely poor performance has been a general challenge to managers of both private and public sectors in the Nigerian context (Bello 2012; Inuwa 2016) , this is also more pronounced on Medium Enterprise (MEs) middle managers (Mahmoud, Ahmad, and Poespowidjojo 2018) . However, the general performance of organizations depends heavily on the successful performance of their managers (Ermalina, Hendriani, & Efni, 2017; Ghaffari, Shah, Burgoyne, Nazri, & Salleh, 2017; June, Kheng, & Mahmood, 2013) . Thus, most of the MEs in Nigeria are functioning lower than their average capacity (SMEDAN, 2013) . With the rock-hard competition and deplorable managerial capacities fronting MEs in Nigeria (Agwu, 2014; Onugu, 2005) , managers and employees that perform greatly are important in facing these challenges (Jyoti & Dev, 2017) . Propitiously, intrapreneurial behavior (IB) is capable of enhancing the individual performance of managers (Ahmad, Nasurdin, & Zainal, 2012; Bakar & Mahmood, 2014; Bakar, Mahmood, Ramli, & Saad, 2016) . Like other management field, entrepreneurship could be studied at the organizational level, individual level (Bosma, Stam, & Wennekers, 2010; Mair, 2005; Valsania, Moriano, & Molero, 2016; Wakkee, Elfring, & Monaghan, 2010) and even macro level (Bosma et al., 2010) . But, interest in the individual level of analysis for the intrapreneurial behavior has been increasingly favored by scholars (Joardar & Wu, 2011) . The individual level IB is accepted as an essential component for the performance success of managers (Ahmad et al., 2012; Fellnhofer et al., 2016) and economic progression within establishments (De Jong, Parker, Wennekers, & Wu, 2011) . However, employees and managers that perform exceedingly well towards organizational goals are necessarily needed to achieve competitive advantage (Sonnentag & Frese, 2002) . Since entrepreneurial organizations emerge from the IB of employees, it is therefore indispensable for researchers to examine the individual rather than the organizational level IB (Stewart, 2009 ).
Yet, IB remain inadequate in countries that are developing, but predominant in countries that are developed (Bosma et al., 2013) . Intrapreneurs are prevalent about twice in the high income economies than the low income economies, this is divergent to early start-ups that are more copious in the low income economies (Bosma et al., 2010) . Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) revealed that, the factor driven economies have the least intrapreneurial employees with only 0.4% of the adult population been intrapreneurial employees, the efficiency driven economies have 2.3%, and the innovation driven economies have the largest though inadequate figure of 5.8% of employees in the preceding three years based on GEM broad definition (Bosma et al., 2013) . Nigerian economy is identified to be in transition from the factor to the efficiency driven economy (World Economic Forum, 2015) . Hence, Nigeria is among the economies that has dearth intrapreneurial activities, and this necessitate the requirement to investigate factors that accelerate and inspire IB within the labor force.
Previous researchers placed a profuse enunciation on the organizational level factors that prompt IB (Antoncic & Hisrich, 2003; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013; Van der Sijde, Veenker, & During, 2013) , however limited studies acknowledged the impact of individual psychological factors that impacts the IB of middle managers. Studies that concerted on individual influences that inspire IB comprises the psychological ownership and job satisfaction (Mustafa, Martin, & Hughes, 2016) , psychological empowerment and perceived organizational support (Hashemi, Nadi, Hosseini, & Rezvanfar, 2012) , employee motivation and individual ability (Moshtaghi, Moridi, Farokhi, Konani, & Rotafi, 2012) , demographic influences (Serinkan, Kaymakçi, Arat, & Avcik, 2013) , and dispositional traits (Holt, Rutherford, & Clohessy, 2007; Zampetakis, Beldekos, & Moustakis, 2009) . Various researchers accepted the significance of psychological factors on IB (Pradhan & Nath, 2012) . Likewise, various researchers requested for supplementary researches on the psychological factors that influence IB (see for instance, Boon et al., 2013; Park, Kim, & Krishna, 2014; Taştan & Güçel, 2014) .
Auspiciously, psychological safety and psychological empowerment are proposed to bolster the intrapreneurial behavior and performance, this assertion has been affirmed by the previous literature. For instance, psychological safety was found to be related with the facets of IB by many researchers (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Frazier et al., 2016; Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012) , psychological empowerment was also found to influence IB (Hashemi et al., 2012; Park et al., 2014; Struzyna & Marzec, 2003; Stull, 2005) , and IB was found to influence the performance of managers (Bakar et al., 2016; Ahmad et al., 2012; Fellnhofer et al., 2016 ).
Research Objective
The individual level intrapreneurial behavior is recognized as an essential component for the performance success of managers (Ahmad et al., 2012; Fellnhofer et al., 2016) and economic progression within establishments (De Jong, Parker, Wennekers, & Wu, 2011) . Thus, the objective of this paper is to consider the individual level of analysis for the intrapreneurial behavior of middle managers which is not as widely researched as the organizational level analysis (corporate entrepreneurship). Another important objective of this study is to propose the mediating effect of intrapreneurial behavior on the relationship between psychological safety and psychological empowerment on the individual performance of middle managers.
2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

Middle Manager Individual Performance (MIP)
The performance of individual managers and employees is a requisite outcome in several research fields, and practice . Much of the staff selection procedures are fabricated on the ground of picking job applicants that stand more likely to reach a superior performance (Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000) . The combination of results, successes, grades and values that have been attained in work is referred to as individual performance (Jalalkamali, Ali, Hyun, & Nikbin, 2016) . Performance is the amount of success that was attained by an individual manager or employee in undertaking his individual job and responsibilities (Daniel, & Purwanti, 2015) . It is also referred to the expected value of individual actions that are apposite to furthering the success of organizations (Tabiu, Pangil, & Othman, 2016) . Individual performance covers the task performance, contextual performance Koopmans et al., 2011; Motowidlo, Borman, & Schmit, 1997) and the counterproductive behavior Koopmans et al., 2011; Viswesvaran & Ones, 2000) . But the combination of task and contextual performance only Motowidlo et al., 1997) are considered more appropriate for the current study (Husin, Yaakub, & Malek, 2014; Mustapa & Mahmood, 2016) .
Since, the middle managers are held liable for the technical, staffs, organizational operations and concerns (Yang, Zhang, & Tsui, 2010) , they are important in the intrapreneurship process (Burgess, 2013; Kuratko & Goldsby, 2004; Mustafa et al., 2016) , and their individual performance is also important for the general success of their firms (Akinyele, 2007; Taiwo, 2010) .
Intrapreneurial Behavior (IB)
Intrapreneurial Behavior is a voluntary and uncompelled behavior (Valsania et al., 2016) , which is attendant to the individual level of analysis and a bottom-up technique for offering proactive initiatives by individual managers or employees (Åmo, 2010; Bosma et al., 2010) . Intrapreneurial behavior could be crucial to the long-term survival of organizations and the economy at large, it is therefore essential to expedite the study of intrapreneurial behavior in the under-studied developing economies (Madu & Urban, 2014) . Nonetheless studies on the intrapreneurial behavior of middle managers are scarce (Mustafa et al., 2016) in medium enterprises and particularly in the developing economies.
Intrapreneurial Behavior is a strategic individual-level behavior that was rooted from the strategic organizational-level behavior conception of entrepreneurial orientation, which serves as an essential resource for opportunity exploitation (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) and growing middle managers individual performance (Bakar & Mahmood, 2014; Bakar et al., 2015; Guth & Ginsburg, 1990) . Intrapreneurial behavior is the predisposition of the workforce to accept and practice entrepreneurial comportments through their risk taking, pro-activeness and innovativeness inclinations (Stewart, 2009) . Intrapreneurial behavior is a unidimensional construct the entails the total of three dimensions which consist risk taking, pro-activeness and innovativeness (Bakar & Mahmood, 2014) . Innovativeness is the proclivity to support new ideas and engage in creative process, experimentation and novelty that could leads to new processes or new products, while pro-activeness signifies the stance for anticipating and acting on forthcoming needs and wants to take advantage of opportunities, but risk-taking denotes to a propensity of taking steps to venture with through indeterminate outcomes (Bakar et al., 2015; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) .
Psychological Safety (PS)
Psychological safety rouses the spirit of vitality and impacts the involvement of managers or employees in creative exertions (Kark & Carmeli, 2009 ) and furthers the proclivity to offer actions and ideas to a shared organization (Edmondson & Lei, 2014) . PS indicates the beliefs of individual middle manager on the manner to which their colleagues and superiors will respond in the event of the introduction of new innovative ideas, questions, feedback request, or blunder reporting. The middle manager or employee calculates the relational concerns of this bearings, i.e. whether he will be reprimanded by organizational members for initiating an innovative idea (Edmondson et al., 2004) . Psychological safety may be used as team level or individual level construct (Baer & Frese, 2003) .
PS climate signifies the informal procedures and the formal procedures that guide and supports a trustful and uncluttered in-house work relations. Therefore, a psychologically safe environment is defined as the atmosphere of work where managers and employees find it safe to voice their opinion without being proscribed or castigated (Baer & Frese, 2003) . Psychological safety was also defined by Edmondson (1999) Edmondson (1999) as a common belief for safety in undertaking relational risks by members of a particular team which later influence the team performance. Psychological safety is similarly defined as the staff capacity to prove and engage one's self without grief of unreceptive concerns to career, position or personal-image, (Kahn, 1990) . The work atmosphere that is benign for risk taking and self-expression would amplify the execution and espousal of novelties, hence serving as an essential exigency to growing the broad potentials for innovation (Baer & Frese, 2003) .
Psychological Empowerment (PE)
Psychological Empowerment is described as the psychosomatic relationships between employees and the employer (Liu, Chiu, & Fellows, 2007) . Psychological Empowerment is also referred to the motivational conception of self-efficacy that is concerned with enabling instead of delegating (Conger & Kanungo, 1988) . Enabling the managers or workers denotes to the crafting of conditions which will deepen task achievement motivation by nurturing a sturdy personal efficacy feeling, whereas 'delegating' is only a solitary set of the circumstances that may perhaps empower or enable managers or employees (Conger & Kanungo, 1988) . PE is also the magnitude to which a manager or employee has the credence to possess work decisions control, work-related ability, and develop a sense of impact and meaning from work (Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000) .
Equally, PE is in entirety described as a state of intrinsic motivation or a motivational notion that was established in four appending cognition sets: meaning, competence, self-determination and impact that make employees or managers to have a sense of job control (Spreitzer, 1995) . Likewise, PE was demarcated as 'the cognitive state characterized by a sense of perceived control, competence, and goal internalization' (Menon, 1999 pp161-162) . However, the PE incorporates both environmental and individual components (Ergeneli, Ari, & Metin, 2006) .
According to Thomas and Velthouse (1990) , PE is multidimensional and thus a solitary notion cannot echo its quintessence. The four dimensions of PE are meaning and competence which corresponds with self-efficacy (Conger & Kanungo, 1988) , self-determination and impact (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) . The nonappearance of any of this PE dimensions will dampen the overall amount of PE, albeit not totally eliminate it, thus the combination of this entire dimensions yields the complete construct (Spreitzer, 1995) . Therefore, the four dimensions of PE suggest a "nearly complete or sufficient set of cognitions" for appreciating the concept of PE (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) . While Menon (1999) proposed just three PE dimensions i.e. goal internalization, perceived control and competence, these three dimensions are more parallel to (Spreitzer, 1995) . Notwithstanding, the four PE dimensions (Spreitzer, 1995) , persist to be the most extensively validated that can be compressed in to a unitary construct (Seibert, Wang, & Courtright, 2011) .
Social Exchange Theory (SET)
Social exchange is described as the "cooperation between two or more individuals for mutual benefit" that can influence the performance of individuals (Cosmides & Tooby, 1989 p52) . The informal exchange processes within institutions are best pronounced by the SET (Emerson, 1976) , which has to do with the mutual relationship between an organization and its workforce. The SET depends on reciprocity and trust which is bounded by the exchange relationship and expectancies for the performance of a second party, conveyed often on a priori and connected to relational treatment and outcome expectations (Rousseau, 1989) . Equally, the SET is grounded on the reciprocal exchanges between one party and another (Cosmides & Tooby, 2015) . Rigtering and Weitzel (2013) specified that the progressions of SET are designated by hesitant (impending) benefits and the incapability to (lawfully) force the other party to undertake its onuses (Blau, 1967) .
In addition to the role of external surroundings, the adoption of IB also requires the management to accentuate on pledging an effective social relations through the organization (De Clercq, Dimov, & Thongpapanl, 2010) . In IB research the SET accentuates that the workforce actions and decisions are to be observed in a relational angle; where the relationship between management and the workforce is of explicit value, mutual trust between the parties is at the focal point of this exchange association (Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013) . Trust is concerned with our faiths that a particular person or party will not at minimum mistreat or unleash a withering behavior on us directly or indirectly (Gambetta, 2000) . Since IB is concomitant with taking risks, trust remains an imperious condition for IB portrayal (Dess et al., 2003; Rigtering & Weitzel, 2013) .
Psychological Safety was established on the conception of trust (Edmondson et al., 2004) . A psychologically safe manager or employee is expected to be innovative, risk taking, pro-active, and more plausible to return the safety (trust) given to him with greater IB and performance IP. Accordingly, PS has to do with the degree of trust that a manager or employee relishes from colleagues, top management or any other (Edmondson et al., 2004) . Moreover, some PE dimensions such as autonomy/self-determination and impact require the existence of trust in order to manifest. For instance, self-determination is described as the autonomy or liberty in initiating and advancing work methods and behaviors such as determining the work techniques, effort, and stride (Bell & Staw, 1989; Spector, 1986) . Therefore, when the top management lack trust on their middle managers or their workforce, the perceived autonomy/self-determination or impact may not exist; and therefore, PE would be weakened. Since the social exchanges are indispensable for the capability of organizations to amass knowledge, SET can encourage prosperous IB within organizations (De Clercq et al., 2010) . On the other hand, middle managers or their workforces will decline to offer intrapreneurial ideas when the trust between them and the upper management is lacking, Intrapreneurial Behavior could thus be deliberated as an informal organizational progression that may be deepened by growing the PS and PE of middle managers, which would result to superior Individual Performance of the middle managers in line with the SET.
Relationship Between Research Variables
Psychological safety has in recent times developed into a significant academic and practical concern, due to the protracted impact of innovation and learning within firms in our time (Edmondson & Lei, 2014) . Thus, firms that afford a PS atmosphere will magnify and drive the potentials of creative managers or employees and their learning comportment (Baer & Frese, 2003) . The climate of psychological safety facilitates in explicating why employees or their managers express their ideas for organizational growth (Detert & Burris, 2007; Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012) , and chase the ingenuity to develop novel products (Baer & Frese, 2003) , expedite the performance of teams and organizations (Baer & Frese, 2003; Edmondson et al., 2004; Schaubroeck, Lam, & Peng, 2011) . In summation, organizations were PS subsists, accelerates the taking of risk, divergent thinking, creativity, and rouses exploratory learning and exploitative engagement (Choo, Linderman, & Schroeder, 2007; Edmondson, 2003; Edmondson & Lei, 2014) . The emotional state of vitality is driven by PS, which also impact on the creative contribution of the employee (Kark & Carmeli, 2009) .
The workforce tends to be more creative, proactive, and offer more fruitful ideas when the climate of psychological safety exists (Edmondson et al., 2004) . Work settings that assure coordination and safety between workfellows have an affirmative significant association with IB (Rojuaniah, Sule, & Joeliaty, 2016) . One of the three PS components is the perceived support of management (Brown & Leigh, 1996) which has a significant impact on IB (Ahmad et al., 2012; Hornsby, Kuratko, Shepherd, & Bott, 2009; Hornsby, Kuratko, & Zahra, 2002; Kuratko, Montagno, & Hornsby, 1990) . Likewise, PS has a significant positive relationship with pro-activeness (Frazier et al., 2016) , which is one of the components of IB (Covin & Slevin, 1991; Katharina Fellnhofer et al., 2016) . However, PS has a significant impact on the workforce creativity (Frazier, Fainshmidt, Klinger, Pezeshkan, & Vracheva, 2016; Gong, Cheung, Wang, & Huang, 2012; Koopmann, Lanaj, Wang, Zhou, & Shi, 2016; Liu, Zhang, Liao, Hao, & Mao, 2016) . Thus, it is postulated that: H1-Psychological Safety would have a significant positive relationship with Intrapreneurial Behavior.
Intrapreneurial Behavior avows the creativity, innovation, and employee initiatives, thus, psychological empowerment and its panorama to rejuvenate the workforce has imperative role in IB studies (Stull, 2005) . Since employees that feel empowered has a particular belief of having work autonomy and impact, they would plausibly be creative; with a lesser amount of inhibited feeling compared to other staffs by technical work aspects or rule-bound (Amabile, 1988) . Moreover, the feeling of self-efficacy which is attributed to empowered employees would make them more plausible to be inventive in the process of accomplishing their tasks with likely success (Amabile, 1988; Redmond, Mumford, & Teach, 1993) .
The relationship between PE and individual flexibility was suggested to effect innovative behavior (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990) . The covenant with creative drive has been associated with intrinsic motivators (PE components) such as self-determination and meaning (Amabile, 1988) , likewise, impact and competence would probably advance the capability of employees to implement their ideas and transformation proposals, which would result to greater and improved innovation (Seibert et al., 2011) . When employees are confident on their PE perception, they will comprehend their occupation as meaningful, have confidence in their ability to adeptly perform, they would be further equipped to dwell their effort in devoting resources, hunting for information, and crafting the alternatives to wrestle work-related snags, and are expected to be more creative (Zhang & Bartol, 2010) .
PE has an affirmative significant association with innovative behavior (Seibert et al., 2011; Spreitzer, 1995) . Equally, PE has an inextricable correlation with innovative behavior in entrepreneurial establishment case studies (Kanter, 1984) . However, PE was reported to influence the workforce creativity (Alge, Ballinger, Tangirala, & Oakley, 2006; Zhang & Bartol, 2010) . PE has a significant relationship with IB on the direct PE-IB path, prior to the toting of other paths that are also direct (Stull, 2005) . Correspondingly, Hashemi et al. (2012) conveyed that PE is associated with IB. Compatibly, PE was associated with IB through mediation of some variables (Hashemi et al., 2012; Park et al., 2014) . The entire dimensions of PE reported a significant relationship with IB dimensions (Struzyna & Marzec, 2003) , some studies also reported similar findings which reinforce the impending PE influence on IB (Stull, 2005) . Among the four PE dimensions for instance; competence/self-efficacy (Markman & Baron, 2003) and autonomy (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996) were associated with IB. The competence dimension of PE likewise appears to affect the taking of more risk (Heath & Tversky, 1991) and impact the perceptions of threats and opportunities (Krueger & Dickson, 1994) , these notions are often closely concomitant with IB (Stull, 2005) . Therefore, this study posits that: H2-Psychological Empowerment would have a positive significant relationship with Intrapreneurial Behavior.
Competitive pressure and market fragmentations, pro-activeness, innovativeness and risks taking are found to be a requisite too for greater performance of managers (Bakar et al., 2016) . Leaders or managers perform better when they act entrepreneurially (Antoncic & Zorn, 2004; Bakar et al., 2015 Bakar et al., , 2016 Stewart, 2009) . Since the middle managers function as leaders, their intrapreneurial behavior and successful individual performance is precisely indispensable in thrilling the performance of organizations and their workforce (Bakar et al., 2016) . Likewise, the development of valuable innovative ideas (Amabile, 1988) , is positively linked to the performance of individuals (Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009 ). In the fast changing global competitive market atmosphere, it would be difficult for managers to perform effectively without adopting innovative, proactive and risk taking behaviors. The innovativeness and pro-activeness of managers, are affirmative ingredients to attaining competitive advantage and greater performance. Therefore, the intrapreneurial behavior has now become a necessity for managers to perform.
Intrapreneurial behavior was found to have a positive relationship with the individual performance of managers and their perceived organizational performance (Fellnhofer el., 2016) . Similarly, many researchers have reported a positive relationship between intrapreneurial behavior and individual performance managers and employees (Ahmad et al., 2012; Bakar & Mahmood, 2014; Bakar et al., 2016; Ismail, Mahmood, & Ab Rahim, 2012; Mahmoud et al., 2018; Stewart, 2009 : Uslu, Eryiğit, & Çubuk 2015 . H3-Intrapreneurial Behavior would have a significant positive relationship with Individual Performance.
Having presented the existence of relationships between the study variables, this paper reasons that intrapreneurial behavior could act as a mediator between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and their relationship with individual performance of middle managers. Meaning that, the relationship between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual performance will be better explained when the intrapreneurial behaviour is introduced to the relationship. Specifically, the mediator is a variable that intervene and acts as a conduit over which the independent variable is capable of influencing the dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Hayes, 2009) . The reviewed literature indicates the existing relationship between psychological safety and psychological empowerment on the intrapreneurial behaviour, and also the prevailing relationship between intrapreneurial behaviour and individual performance. In fulfilment to the mediation conditions by Hayes (2009) , the intrapreneurial behaviour can therefore, serve as a mediator on the relationship between psychological safety and psychological empowerment to individual performance. Thus, it is proposed that: H4-Intrapreneurial Behavior would mediate the relationship between psychological safety and Individual Performance. H5-Intrapreneurial Behavior would mediate the relationship between psychological empowerment and Individual Performance.
3.0 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Based on the above deliberations, it is conspicuous that psychological safety and psychological empowerment could strongly affect intrapreneurial behavior. Equally, the intrapreneurial behavior also demonstrates a strong influence on the individual performance of middle managers. According to Hayes (2009) the mediating variable must be related to the dependent variable, and that the independent variables must at the same time relate to the mediator variable. Unlike Baron and Kenny (1986) that necessitates the existence of a direct relationship between the independent variable(s) and the dependent variable(s) as a precondition for mediation, Hayes (2009) substantiate and proves that the direct relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable is not a necessary precondition for mediation. Thus, figure 1 below depicts the proposed conceptual framework for this study. 
4.0 CONCLUSION
This paper deliberated the possible mediating effect of intrapreneurial behavior on the relationship between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and the individual performance of middle managers in Nigeria. The preceding literature was examined concerning the relationship of intrapreneurial behavior with individual performance, psychological safety, and psychological empowerment. The effects of the association between psychological safety and psychological empowerment with individual performance was also scrutinized. Based on this, it was argued that intrapreneurial behavior will play a substantial role in mediating the association between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual performance of middle managers in the context of Nigeria, particularly in the medium enterprises. It is also anticipated that the existence of intrapreneurial behavior would provide better explanation of the direct and indirect effects of the association between psychological safety, psychological empowerment and individual performance of Nigerian middle managers of MEs. On this note, it is imperative for the Nigerian middle managers to behave intrapreneurially and to have a climate that encourage psychological safety and psychological empowerment at work in order to improve their to individual performance.
